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REMARKS 

Applicants hereby file this Response to the Office Action mailed on September 8, 2004. 
Claims 1,4, 10, 1 1, 13, 15, 17. 21 and 50-59 are pending. The specification has been objected to 
because the figure descripdons in the specification are not in agreement with the drawing labels 
in the figures. See Office Action at 1 5. further, the specification has been objected to because 
the references to "data" and "information" arc not consistent. See Office Action at Tf 5. Claim 15 
has been rejected under 35 U.S.C § 112, second paragraph as allegedly being indefinite for 
felling to particularly point out and distinctiy claim the subject matter which Applicants regard as 
their invention. Sec Office Action at f 7. Claims 1. 4, 10, 11, 13, 50-54 and 56 have been 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,819,236 to 
Josephson C'Josephson") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,751,842 to Riach et. al. CRiach"). See 
Office Action at f 9. Claims 15, 17, 55 and 59 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
allegedly unpatentable over Josephson in view of U.S. PatentNo. 5,933.816 to Zeanah et. al. 
("Zeanah"). Se« Office Action at K 10. Claims 21, 57 and 58 have been rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable over Josephson in view of U.S. PatentNo. 6,012,048 
to Gustin et al. ("Gustin"). See Office Action at 1 1 1. Applicants have also been requested to 
add a computer to the preamble of claims 15, 21, 55 and 59 to show that tiie method is perfomied 
using a computer. See Office Action at H 9. 
I. Objections to the Speciflcation. 

The specification has been objected to because the figure descriptions in the specification 
are not in agreement with tiie drawing labels in the figures. See Office Action at If 5. Further, 
die specification has been objected to because the references to "data" and "information" are not 
consistent The specification has been amended to address these objections. Please note tiiat the 
term "Dato" has been added at p. 7, line 16 and p. 9, line 4, but flie underlining of the added 
terms is not clear smce they have been added to section tities which themselves are underlined. 
Replacement drawings have also been submitted. Specifically, Fig. 1 has been amended to 
reference "Clearing Houses 131"; "Federal Reserve Banks 132"; "Local Paying Banks 134"; and 
"Non-local Paying Banks 133" in accordance with the description of Fig. 1 in the Specification 
at p. 7, lines 7-1 1 . Fig. 2 has been amended to reference "Receive Check 200"; "Log on to 
BOFD System 210"; "Enter Requested Data 230"; "Supply Missmg Data 240"; "Submit 
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Transaction to BOFD System forProcessing 250"; ''Receive Response 270"; and "Check 
Actions 280" in accordance with the description of Fig. 2 in the Specification at p. 7, line 17 to p. 

8, line 20. Fig. 3 has been amended to reference "Logon Request 300"; "Security Function for 
Authorized User 305"; "Tenninate Process for Unauthorized User 310"; Determine Method for 
Clearing Check 345"; and "Format Transaction for ECP 360" in accordance with the description 
of Fig. 3 in the Specification at p. 9, lines 5-22. AppUcants respectfully submit that the 
specification currently references item 315 of Fig. 3 as the part of the process where transaction 
data is received, and therefore this item has not amended this item. 5ee Specification at p. 9, line 

9. WiAdiawai of these objections is therefore respectfully requested. 

II. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112. second paragraph. 

Claim 15 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12. second paragraph as allegedly being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
Applicants regard as their invention. Specifically, Claim 15 has been rejected on the grounds 
that 'It is vague or unclear v^o or what receives a result of the transaction for a check . . . Does 
the customer receive the result of the transaction for a check or does the banking system receive 
a result ofthe transaction of a checkr 5ee Ofifice Action at H 7. Claim 15 has been amended to 
clarify that the bank customer receives a result ofthe transaction ofthe check, and requests that 
this rejection be withdrawn, 
m. Rejections under 35 U.S .C. $ l03faV 

A. Rqectlon of claims 1, 4, 10, 11, 13, 50-54 and 56 over .Tosephson in view of 
Riach. 

Claims 1, 4. 10, 11, 1 3, 50-54 and 56 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
allegedly unpatentable over Josephson in view of Riack Applicants respectfully submit that this 
rejection should be withdrawn because the cited references in combination do not teach each and 
every element ofthe claimed inventions of claims 1, 4. 10, 1 1, 13, 50-54 and 56 and therefore do 
not form a prima facie case of obviousness, 

Tt is stated that Josephson in combination with Riach teaches each and every element of 
claim I. See Office Action at If 9. Josephson discloses an electronic system and method for 
providing advance notification of a potential return fimt may occur when a presenting financial 
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institution cm eventuaUy presents an item for payment to a paying FI in a subsequent paper- 
based presentment process. SeeAbstract Ibe invention addresses deficiencies of the pnor art, 
for example the delay that occurs between the time is deposited at a sending H and the tmie the 
paying FI pays the money to the sending H. See col. 2, lines 28-33. During this delay, the 
sending FI must either place a hold on the check depositor's account for the amount of the check, 
orelseii^curtheriskthatthepayingnv^llrgectthecheck. S.. col. 2, lines 31-36. However, 
federal law imposes time limits on the length of time a sending FI can retain a hold on 
depositor's fimds. See col. 2. lines 40-15. lUe invention addresses these deficiencies by 
mainiairingadatabaseofreslrictedaccountdata. col. 4. lines 24-27. WhcnasendmgFI 
captures item data from an item, such as a d^sited check, the item data are checked agamst the 
xcstricted account data to deteimine whether the item is drawn on an account that the paymg FI 
has restricted. See col 4, lines 27-31. TTie only disclosure in Josephson regarding methods and 
sources of deposits into a sending FI are those currently used in a "conventional, paper-based 
p^ntment process . . . beginning v^th a deposit of items by a depositor with the sendmg FI.'' 
See col. 7. line 66 to col. 8, line Z Hiese deposited items "are received from a variety of sources 
(for example, over-th^connter, drive-in depositories, automated teller machines ('ATMs'), mad 

or lockboxes." See col. 8, lines 2-7. 

It is stated that the limitation of «an interface to a customer terminal, the customer 
terminal being located remotely from a bank" is disclosed at Josephson at coL 6, lines 52-67 and 
Fig 1 Office Action at ^19. AppHcants respectfully submit that this cited section of 
Josephson does not disclose a customer terminal. Rather, this cited section of Josephson 
discloses a 'TC 100 that provides an enviromnent within which the present invention may 
operate." col- 6. lines 52-54. Josephson does not disclose that the invention is operable by a 
customer. Ratiier, Josephson discloses that tiie inventive process is operable in the host 
compuierof a sending H in which capti^d data from an item are compared to a database 
containing eUgibility criteria and FI restricted account data corresponding to eUgible FI depositor 
accounts. 5eecoL 7, lines 45-50. Fjach also does not disclose, nor is it asserted that Riach 
discloses, "an interfece to a customer t™al, the customer temdnal being located remotely 
. from a bank." Hierefore, this limitation is not disclosed in a combination of Josephson and 
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Riach, and this combination of references does not form ^prima facie case of obviousness of the 
invention of claim 1 . 

Similarly, in the cited sections of Josephson and Riach, there is no disclosure of an 
antoinaied banking system connected to a customer terminal interfece via a communication link. 
See Office Action at^ 9, citmgcol.. 7. lines 1-51; Figs. 2, 3, 5. Ralher, col. 7. lines 1-51 
discloses the PC of Fig. 1 ; there is no disclosure that this PC is operable as a customer terminal. 
Fig. 2 of Josephson discloses a "block diagram of an architecture of the PC of Fig. 2 that serves 
asanenvirornnentwithinwhichthepresentinvention can operate.'' 5«e col. 7, lines 1-3. Fis.3 
of Josephson discloses a "schematic block representation of a MICR capture and processing 
process . . . performed at a sending H, in which the captured item data are compared to a 
database containing eUgibility criteria and restricted account data corresponding to eUgible FI 
depositor accounts." See col. 7, lines 44-50. Fig. 5 of Josephson discloses a schematic block 
diagram of a report generation process . . - performed at the sending FI for creating a report of 
any potential return of unpaid checks." See col 11, lines 34-37. TTierefore, the limitation of an 
automated banking system connected to a customer teiminal interfece via a communication link 
is not disclosed in a combination of Josephson and Riach, and this combination of references 
does not form ^prima facie case of obviousness of the invention of claim 1. 

Since at least the first two limitations of claim 1 are not disclosed by either of Josephson 
or Riach, it would not have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to '"have the automated banking system configured such that information 
from a conventional check is entered into the customer terminal, and wherein the automated 
banking system and check clearing system are configured to effectuate deposit of the discrete 
value of each check into an account of the customer payee and to modify in Josephson . . . 
[which] would allow Josephson to have a funds transfer operation that is effected wherein the 
value of the cheque is transferred firom the payer's account to the payee's account." See Office 
Action at \ 9. The combination of these references does not teach or suggest a customer terminal 
remotely located from an automated banldng system, or an automated banking system connected 
to a customer terminal intecfece via a communicaiion link. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully 
request that the rejection of claim 1, and dependent claims 4, 10, 11, 13, over Josephson in view 
of Riach be withdrawn. 
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Further, neither Josephson nor Riach disclose each and every element of claim 50. 
AppUcantsrespect^mysubmitthat neither JosephsonnorRiachdiscloseacustomerten^^ 

claimed in claim 50, much less a customer terminal where access is controlled by the customer. 
Rather, as stated previously. Josephson does not disclose a customer terminal at all. and there is 
no disclosure in Riach that the customer controls access to the customer terminal. Neither 
Josephson nor Riach teach or suggest the claimed inventioi^ either. Therefore, e^^ 

linui^on of clahns 50-54 and 56 is not disclosed by Josephson and Riach in combination, and a 
prima facie case of obviousness has not been set forth based on these references. Accordingly, 

Applicants respectftiUy request that the rejection of cldm 50, and dependent claims 51-53 and 

56, over Josephson in view of Riach be wthdrawn. 

B. Rejection of claims 15. 17, 55 and 59 over Josephson in view of Zeanah. 
Claims 15. 17. 55 and 59 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 

^patentable over'josephsonin view of zeanah. AppUcanis respectfiilly snbmit that this 

rejection should be withdrawn because the cited references in combination do not teach each and 

every element of the claimed i^entions of claims 15, 17, 55 and 59 and therefore do not form a 

prima facie case of obviousness. 

It is stated that H would have been obvious to modify Josephson in view of Zeanah to 

rcnderthe invention of claim iSobvious. AppUcants respectfully submit that Josephson in 
combination with Zeanah does not disclose each and every limitation of claim 15. Applicants 
previously described the Josephson disclosure in Sec in(B). It is stated in Hie Office Action that 
Josephson teaches receiving conventional checks payable to a bank customer payee and entermg 
transaction datainto the customer terminal at coL 6, lines 61-65 and col. 8, lines 1-11 and Fig. 1 
(130) Se. Office Action at 10. AppHcants respectfully submit that, for the reasons stated 
previously in Sec. in(B), Josephson does not teach a customer terminal at all. Specifically, m 
these cited sections. Josephson discloses ai col. 6, Ime.. 61-65 a PC 100 that provides an 
environment within which the present invention may operate." See col. 6. lines 52-54. 
Josephson does not disclose that the invention is operable by a customer. Raihcr. Josephson 
discloses that the inventive process is operable in the host computer of a sending FI in which 
captured data from an item are compared to a database containing cUgibiKty criteria and FI 
restricted account data coirespondbg to eUgible FI depositor accounts. See col. 7, lines 45-50. 
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In cootie to die invention of claim 15, Josephson at col. 8, lines l-U discloses only a 
"convention^, p^er-based presentment process . . . begimung ^vith a deposit of items by a 
depositorwifhthesendingFL" S^. col. 7, line 66 to coL 8, line 2. These deposited items "are 
i^ceived from a variety of sources (for example, over-th^unter, drive-in depositones, 
automatedtellermachinesCAlW),maU or lockboxes.'* 5.. col. 8, lines 2-7. THereisno 
disclosure in these cited sections of Josephson of receiving conventional checks payable to a 
bank customer payee and entering transaction data into the customer terminal. 

Zeanah discloses a delivery system and method that allo^vs a financial instinmon to 
provide financial services to a plnrality of remote devices, such as personal computers, personal 
data assistants and screenphones. 5.eAbstract The invention of Zeanah is a single base for 
interfacing with all types of remote devices, allovmig bank customers to access banks from a 
variety of remote devices or from other countries whUe reducing the complexity required of Ihe 
bank'sintemal computer system. 5.. col. 2, line 4- col. 3. Une 23; coL 3, lines 39^8. Also, 
Zeanah reduces the amount of testing that is reqrdred for modifications to die apphcaUons that 
govern the bank'sintemalcomputersystem. See col. 3, lines 24-18. Zeanah discloses an 
interfece between a bank and a customer's personal computer for performing tra^actions from a 
customer'shome that are known in the art, suchas bill paying and money transfers. Seecol. 1, 

lines 58-63. However, Zeanah does not disclose the limitations of receiving conventional checks 
payable to a bank customer payee and entering transaction data into a customer terminal as m 
claim 15. zeanah does not disclose deposits of conventional checks atalUmuchlessfioma 

customer terminal that is remote from an automated banking system and a bank. Therefore, a 
cond^ination of Josephson and zeanah does not disclose the invention of cla^ 15 of entenng 

transaction data from a conventional check into a customer terminal that is remotely siLiiated 
with respect toabank and an automated banking system, andprocessing the discrete val^^ 

check for deposit by the automated banking system. Accordingly, AppUcants respectfully 
request that the rejection of claim 15, and dependent claim 17, under 35 U.S.C. § 103 over 
Josephson in view of Zeanah be withdiawn. 

For the same reasons stated above. Applicants also submit that Josephson in combination 
^vith Zeanah does not disclose each and every limitation of claim 55. Specifically. Josephson in 
combination with Zeanah does not disclose a method for aUowing a bank customer to deposit the 
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value of. ccmveouonal .heck inu, .barfc accom.. ftom a remote Uk^ oon^*>i ^ 
^a«oma.eaba^gs,s«n.a»iprocessingthedi«e« value of e,d.ehec.fe 

bank customer ata,eu»Klocarioncon^greceivmgt«usactionda,aofa»u^^^^ 
che*payable»aba,>tcustou«rftoma<=^sU>me.temMtha.is^lyloc«=4fto»tb= 

(olam.59). KeHherJosephsou nor Zcauah teach or suggest the claimed inve«ioa^e.tto. 
Ac«>rdngly,AppUcan.sre.p«MIyre<p«st.ha,titer^ectionofclai,.>.55«Kl59unto 

U.S.C. § 103 overlosephsonmviewofZeanahbev/ifhdra™- 

C Rejection of cUtas 21, 57 and SSi^erJosephsonulTiew of GMtta. 
Claima21, 57 »d 58 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 
„npat«„able over Jo«phson in vi.» of Gusth. Applicant, respe«fully submit that thb r^ectioa 
should be vrtflKhav™ because .he cited ref«nces m ccmbtaation do not teach e«i and every 
Clemen, of the daitned inventions of claims 21, 57 and 58 and therefoto do not form a;.r,„. 

facie case of obviousness. 

It is stated that h wo^Jd have been obvious to modify Josephson m view of Gusm. to 
render the invention ofclaims 21, 57 and 58 obvious. Applicants respectfully submit that 
Josephson incombiBationvdd.Gu.tin does notdiscloseeachand every limita^^^ 
57and58. Applicants previously described the Josephson disclosure in Sec. m(B). It.s stated 
in the Office Action that Josephson teachesamethod for aUovnngabaidc to process check 
deposittransactionslhatareinhiatedbyabankcustomerataremotelocationcompnsmg 
^ivingarcquestfrornabankcusrom^ronatenmnal that is r^otely situate 

aofl^xization to makeatransactionu^.an automated banking sy^^^^ 
rernotelysituated6om^eantom.tedbai^systematcoL4,lines 56-65 and col.5,^ 
63aodFig.l- Office Action atlU. AppUcants respectfuUy submit that, for the reasons 
statedprc^ously inSec. ni(B), Josephson does not teach a customer terminal at all, muchless 
receiving a request ftom a bank customer on a terminal that is remotely located fiom a bank for 
authorization to make a transaction using an automated banking system. 
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SpecificaUy, Josephson discloses at col. 4, lines 56-65 an electronic system comprising 
an aU items ffle, the aU items ffle comprising item data, data pertaining to an account n^anber of a 
depositorpresenting1heitemTothesendingFl,andanamountofanassociateddeposit Item 

data is captured by magnetic ink detection ciicmtiy (MICR) or by machine vision, manual or 
other suitable techniques. See col. 4, lines 47-55. At col. 5, lines 26-63, Josephson discloses 
certain item data that is ineUgible for matching with the FI restricted account data, including item 
data from money orders, travelers checks, official FI checks, dividend checks, government 
warrani checks, postal money order checks, rebate checks and return item checks, because these 
items are drawn and handled in such a way that they are not generally subj ect to restrictions as 
are ordinary items such as personal or business checks. This section also discloses comparison 
chrcuitiy to test the FI account number field for verification prior to comparison to FI restricted 
account data. In addition, this section discloses a matched item file comprising FI account 
number field matching the account data, a restriction reason code and a notification selection 
code indicating a type of notification requested as a means for the sending H to receive a report 
of any potential presemment problems concerning the item so that the sending FI can take 
appropriate protective action. FinaUy. this cited section discloses a database containing 
lestricdon reason codes corresponding to the FI restricted account data that provide detail to the 
sending FI the nature of the potential return of the item, allowing the sending FI to tailor its 
protective action. Fig. 1 discloses a PC 100 that provides an environment within which the 
present invention may operate. See coL 6, lines 52-54. 

There is no disclosure in these or any other sections of Josephson of receiving a request 
from a bank customer on a terminal that is remotely situated from abank for authorization to 
make a transaction using an automated banking system, whercm the terminal is remotely situated 
from the automated banking system . Rather, Josephson discloses that the inventive process is 
operable in the host computer of a sending H in which capmred data fi»m an item are compared 
to a database containing eligibility criteria and FI restricted account data corresponding to 
eligible FI depositor accounts. See coL 7, lines 45-50. Further, Josephson at col. 8, lines l-l 1 
discloses a "conventional, paper-based presentment process . . . beginning with a deposit of items 
by a depositor with the sending FL" &e col. 7, Hne 66 to col. 8, Ime 2. These deposited items 
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"axe received torn a variety ^sources (te example. over-S>«om.ter. driv^ta depo^^-nes. 
auBn=aKdt=llermctoesCATMs-),nBaorloeKb<«e^- 5te col. 8. lines 2-7. 

Gustin disdo^ an a»omaBd taridng system for vrfte ttansfer of «^ 
whete.userl^.carf1oide«ifythet«e.asbei„£,-fiedtous=tel«nkingsyslem. See 

Tlet^isprfetablyanATMmadte. SeeW. The»sermaypa,f<>r.hev«e 
tmsferatthcATM. Se.id. The ATM,inaddiflon.ope*rmingi.susoalftnco=s. 
additionany issues mooey orders ™dK».thepteseoce or assistance ofate)ler.aM may al» 

Mlow the depositing of cash into fte machine and ^ nanstering of money by wire, paymg bUs 
orpmehasingendnseri.e,nssochastotteryticketsorpos,^.s.an>ps. S« col. 4. Imes 1-18^ 
Onsundoesno^hov^ver. disclose the M.aMonsn«discloscdbyJosephsonof« 
,0 process chec.depcsit=amac.ionstl^a.eini.in.edbyabankcus,on^a.aren»telocaB^ 
compdsinsreceivingarecr^6omahankc«omerona.enmnaltfu.is remotely siMa^^ 
. hank for authorization to make a transaction nsine an BnU»aKd banking system. «her«n d« 
.erminal is remotely situated from the automated hanldng sys«m. Rather, Gustin discloses 
depositingacheckintoanATM. See col. 12. lines 3-47. The check is inserted tato the ATM 
andthetransacaondatafiomthechedcisdetectedbyaMICRreader. &.W.;col. 19,hne56. 
e<,l 20 line 63. Furfter. the ttansaction data4at is received in Ousdn is n.t received from a 
bank c«omer usmg a terminal dtat is remotely sin».ed fcom the bank and the automated 
bankingsystem, as re<pnr.d in clmm21.bM rather isreadfiom the check byahflCRreader 

loca«=dinanAW. Applicants respecfiJly submit that the combinarion of Joscphson and 

Gustin does not disclose each and every limitation of eldm 21, and therefore does not form a 
nrtMfete case of obviousness, and tequest that flns rejection be ™thdra™. 

For .he same reasons discussed above. Josq^son in combinatio. with Gusdn also does 

«>, disclose each and evety limitauon of claims 57 and 58. As discussed in Sec. 111(B). 
Josephsondoes not disdoseamelhod for allowingabank customer to deposit the value ofa 

conveutfonal check into a bank account ftom a remote locatton comprising entering transacnon 
data fiom a conventional dieckinto a customer terminal that is remotely located ftom an 
aut^ua^d banking system, and prooes&« the discrete value of each check for deposit by d» 
amomatedbarikingsyst^mascWmedmclaimSSfiom^chclaimsSVandSSdeE^d. Asset 

fcrth ineviously in Sec. m(B), Josephson does not teach a customs terminal at aU. Josephson 
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aa.c««pond^.o=Hs.-b.eF.dcp<«i»racco»ts. See col. 7, Hoes 45-50. V^^,.,^^ 
atcol. 8, IM« l-n discloses a"conv«-no«l. pape.I»s«lp«sen»e„t,^ . . . beg,«^8 
^Aadeposit of i.«nsby ad.posi»r«M. ^csendingFL' See col. 7. line 66,o col. 8. toe 2. 
T,^deposi,cdi»«s'-a«xeccivcdfton.avarie.yofsou™s(tee«mple,ov..d^co^^^ 

anve-to deposHories, ^om«ed .nach,- CATMs'), mail o. lockboxes." See col 8 toes 
2-7 Neito does G^stindiscloseameftodteaUovringaba^kcustomer^depos., the valueof 

aco..e„do^cbed.in»aba^acc<«tfiomarec.otelocafio«comprismge«ering™nsa»^ 

d^fio«aconve.doaalch=cki»o,«.s»nertem^.bati.«mo«lyloca«dfi^^^ 

au»m«ed,«^SSys»m.andp««ssi.g.bedisc««val«eof.achchec.fo^ 
au»m«edba^ngsys«n.Rato.O»d.discloscsdeposi±>gacheck,«oa«AmS«col. 
12 Unes3-47 Tl« check is ii^nediito the AIM and the wnsacdon data ftom the check is 
aeiectedbyaMICR^der. &e ;<i.; col. 19. Hae 56- coL 20, to 63. Further. trat^ction data » 

(j.«in is mt entered into a customer tenninal d.a. is te.no.ely located fern, the autoniated 
bat^dnssystemand^heteaccesstothecustom^tenmnaliscontrolledbythecnston^^^^ 
asrequtedmclaim55.Ramer.transacdondaminGns.in is read ftomaconventtonalcheckby 

aMICRreaderlocatedinanATM. AppHcants respectfully submit that a.e combination of 
,0^ and Gus^ dees no. disclose each and every limitation of claim 55. and fl«refore d«, 
no.f6rmapri»a/»decseofobviousne.sofclalr«s57an4 58.an4r«,nesttotthistejecnonbe 

withdrawn. 
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12-08-04 / 14:38 • From-HUNTON WILLIAMS 



3058t0Z4B0 



T-161 P. 023/027 F-489 



Appln- No. 09/506,434 

Response daied December 8, 2004 ^ 
Response to Office Action mailed on September 8, 2004 

CONCLUSION 

8asedonthisbackgjoimd,AppHcantsrespectfimy submit thart 1.4. 10, 11, 13. 15, 

17, 21. and 50-59 are m condition for alloAvance and request aUowance of the same. 

Applicants believe that no fee is due upon tbe filing of this Response to the 
Communication. If any fees are found to be due, the Commissioner is hereby authorized to 
deduct such fees ftom the undersigned's Deposit Account No. 50-0206. 

RespectftiHy submitted, 
HUNTON & WILLIAMS LLP 



Dated: D umber 8. 2004 
Hunton & Williams LLP 
Intellectual Property Department 
1900 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 1200 

Washington, DC 20006-1109 
(305) 810-2522 (telephone) 
(305) 810-1615 (facsimile) 
NJF/kmb 



By: 




AWMm 



Jancy J. Flint 
Registration No. 46,704 
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